
2004/G146

G146-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G297

G297-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G143

G143-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G108

G108-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G016

G016-1
All deepwater port applications fall under the authority of the
Deepwater Port Act, which requires that a decision on the
application be made within 330 days of the publication of the Notice
of Application in the Federal Register. The Notice of Application for
the Cabrillo Port Project was published in the Federal Register on
January 27, 2004. Although the comment period (53 days) could
not be extended at that time, a March 2006 Revised Draft EIR was
recirculated under the CEQA for an additional public review period
of 60 days. Section 1.4.1 contains additional information on this
topic.

Section 1.5 contains information on opportunities for public
comment. After the MARAD final license hearing, the public will
have 45 days to comment on the Final EIS/EIR and the license
application. The Federal and State agencies will have an additional
45 days to provide comments to the MARAD Administrator. The
Administrator must issue the Record of Decision within 90 days
after the final license hearing. The CSLC will hold a hearing to
certify the EIR and make the decision whether to grant a lease. The
California Coastal Commission will also hold a hearing. Comments
received will be evaluated before any final decision is made
regarding the proposed Project.



2004/G091

G091-1
The CLSC, the USCG, and MARAD received an application for a
deepwater port off the shore of Ventura County and have therefore
analyzed that location.

The Deepwater Port Act has numerous requirements for an
applicant to own and operate a deepwater port. The licensee of a
deepwater port must be a U.S. citizen. Citizen of the United States
means:
- Any person who is a United States citizen by law, birth, or
naturalization;
- Any State, State agency, or group of states; or
- Any corporation, partnership, or other association: a) That is
organized under the laws of any state; b) Whose president,
chairman of the board of directors, and general partners or their
equivalents, are persons described in paragraph (1) of the
definition; and c) That has no more of its directors who are not
persons described in paragraph (1) of the definition than constitute
a minority of the number required for a quorum to conduct the
business of the board of directors.

Among other requirements, BHPB Billiton LNG International Inc.
qualifies to be a potential licensee of a deepwater port because it is
incorporated in the U.S.



2004/G091



2004/G442

G442-1
Table 4.2-2 and Sections 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain information on
the threat of terrorist attacks.



2004/G442

G442-2
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3 contain
information on the need for natural gas, the role and status of
energy conservation and renewable energy sources, and the
California Energy Action Plan.

Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 contain updated information on natural
gas needs in the U.S. and California. Forecast information has
been obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy's Energy
Information Agency and from the California Energy Commission.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

G442-3
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G442-4
Sections 4.2.4, 4.2.7.3, and 4.2.8.2 identify agencies with the
authority and responsibility for safety standards, design reviews,
and compliance inspections. Section 2.1 and Appendix C3-2
identify applicable safety standards.

G442-5
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

G442-6
Table 4.2-3 identifies agency authority over all Project elements. At



the FSRU, Federal agencies would have jurisdiction. Section
4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1)
contain information on public safety impacts from various incidents
at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum impact
distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud dispersion
extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU. The FSRU
would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles)
offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident involving LNG
transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would extend no
closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the shoreline. Figure
ES-1 depicts the consequence distances surrounding the FSRU
location for worst credible events.

G442-7
"Potential Pipeline Incidents" in Section 4.2.8.4 addresses this
topic.

G442-8
Section 4.3.1.1 discusses existing offshore naval operations. The
deepwater port would be outside the Point Mugu Sea Range but
would be within the Navy’s SOCAL Range Complex. The
Applicant-proposed routing for LNG carrier approaches (shown in
Figure 4.3-2) was developed in consultation with the USCG and the
U.S. Navy. The routes would transit in the vicinity of the SOCAL
Range Complex or through a small section of the Point Mugu Sea
Range. LNG carriers would not enter the 3-NM restricted area
around San Nicholas Island or the 4-NM naval danger zones and
restricted areas near San Clemente Island. Impact MT-6 in Section
4.3.4 contains additional information on this topic.

G442-9
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.
Section 4.6.1.3 contains revised information on Project emissions
and proposed control measures. Section 4.6.4 discusses the health
effects attributed to air pollutants and includes revised impacts and
mitigation measures.

2004/G442



2004/G442

G442-10
The FSRU would be located outside of the current boundary of the
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) and vessels
associated with Cabrillo Port operations would not be expected to
enter the CINMS. Sections 4.7.1.4, 4.13.2.2, and 4.20.1.5 discuss
the potential expansion of the CINMS boundary, which is not
proposed at this time. Sections 4.7.4, 4.15.4, 4.16.4, and 4.18.4
describe potential impacts on the marine environment and
proposed mitigation measures to reduce those potential impacts.

G442-11
Sections 4.19.1 and 4.19.4 contain information on potential Project
impacts on minority and low-income communities and mitigation
measures to address such impacts.

G442-12
Section 1.2 discusses the natural gas needs of California and the
U.S. and dependence on foreign sources of natural gas.

Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission\'s 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.



2004/G442

G442-12.1
Section 3.3.7 contains information on location of the Project. The
deepwater port would be 12.01 nautical miles (13.83 miles)
offshore, as shown on Figure ES-1. As discussed in Section 4.2.7.6
and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1),
consequences of an accident at the deepwater port would not
reach the shoreline.

G442-13
Section 4.3.1.3 discusses the two tugboats that would be
permanently assigned to the FSRU and that would monitor for the
presence of other vessels and notify any approaching vessels to
avoid the safety zone. Section 4.2.7.3 and Appendix C3-2 present
regulations related to the FSRU and LNG carriers.

G442-14
The Independent Risk Assessment (IRA) has been updated since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR. The lead agencies
directed the preparation of the current IRA, and the U.S.
Department of Energy's Sandia National Laboratories
independently reviewed it. See Section 4.2, Appendix C1, and
Appendix C2 for additional information on third-party verification of
the IRA.

Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

G442-15
Section 4.2.5 contains information on the Applicant's insurance
coverage and cost recovery for incidents.

G442-16
Section 4.2.5 contains information on liability in case of an accident
and reimbursement for local agencies.



2004/G442

G442-17
Sections 4.2.2, 4.2.6.1 and 4.2.7.6 contain revised text on terrorism
risks. Section 4.2.6 discusses the results of the Independent Risk
Assessment (Appendix C1). Section 4.3.1.4 contains a discussion
of "Disabled Vessels and Anchorage."

G442-18
The regulation cited in the comment is only one of many regulations
concerning deepwater port safety. Sections 4.2.4, 4.2.7.3 and
4.2.8.2 identify agencies with the authority and responsibility for
safety standards, design reviews, and compliance inspections.
Section 2.1 and Appendix C3-2 identify applicable safety standards.

G442-19
The measure cited in the comment (now AM MT-3a) is only one of
many measures that would mitigate the impact of release of LNG at
the deepwater port. The discussion of impacts in Section 4.2.7.6
has been revised.

G442-20
Sections 4.2.5.4 and 4.16.1.2 under "Emergency Planning and
Response Capabilities" address this topic.

G442-21
The proposed Project includes the construction of new pipelines
that would tie into an existing pipeline system. The entire pipeline
system is subject to Federal and State requirements for routine
inspection, maintenance, and repair, as described in Sections
4.2.8.1 and 4.2.8.2, which are intended to ensure that pipeline
integrity is maintained.

Section 4.13.1 contains information on sensitive land uses in
proximity to proposed and alternative pipeline routes, such as
schools. There are no schools in the immediate vicinity of either of
the proposed pipeline routes. Section 4.2.8 describes regulations
regarding pipelines, including the requirement to establish public
education programs to prevent and respond to pipeline
emergencies. Section 4.2.8.4 contains information on the estimated
risk of Project pipeline incidents. Section 4.16.1.2 describes
emergency planning and response capabilities in the Project area.

The proposed pipelines within Oxnard city limits would meet
standards that are more stringent than those of existing pipelines
because they would meet the minimum design criteria for a U.S.
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Class 3 location. Also, MM
PS-4c includes the installation of additional mainline valves
equipped with either remote valve controls or automatic line break



controls. SoCalGas operates high-pressure natural gas pipelines
throughout Southern California.

G442-22
If approved, the California State Lands Commission would grant a
lease of State land for the subsea pipelines, with an annual rental
determined by the Commission's regulations. Section 1.1.4
discusses this topic.

2004/G442



2004/G442

G442-23
As described in Section 2.3.2, the shore crossing would be installed
beneath Ormond Beach. Sections 4.8.1 and 4.14.1.2 discuss
Ormond Beach wetlands. Section 4.8.4 discusses mitigation
measures to minimize impacts on wetlands. The presence of the
pipelines under Ormond Beach would not restrict access to the
area for recreation or otherwise alter recreation opportunities at
Ormond Beach. During construction, the horizontal directional
boring activities would be contained within the Reliant Energy
property, and the pipeline would be buried underneath the beach.
This topic is discussed further in Sections 4.15.4 and 4.2.8.4.
Updated information about the restoration efforts at Ormond Beach
is included in Section 4.13.2. Figure 4.13-1 has been revised.

G442-24
Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix
C1) contain information on public safety impacts from various
incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates that the maximum
impact distance of an accident would involve a vapor cloud
dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from the FSRU.
The FSRU would be located approximately 12.01 nautical miles
(13.83 miles) offshore; therefore, consequences of an accident
involving LNG transport by carrier and storage on the FSRU would
extend no closer than 5.7 nautical miles (6.5 miles) from the
shoreline. Figure ES-1 depicts the consequence distances
surrounding the FSRU location for worst credible events.

G442-25
See the response to Comment G442-23.

G442-26
“Emergency Planning and Response Capabilities” in Section
4.16.1.2 contains a revised discussion on this topic. As discussed
in Section 4.2, the consequences of an accident at the deepwater
port would not reach shore.

G442-27
Section 4.2.5.2 contains a revised discussion of The California
Harbor and Navigation Code, which imposes liability for natural gas
discharges.

G442-28
Sections 4.3.1 and 4.20.1 contain updated discussions of
operations at the Point Mugu Sea Range. It would be speculative to
evaluate the potential impact of the presence of Cabrillo Port on
unknown or unanticipated operations at the Sea Range.



2004/G442



2004/G251

G251-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G002

G002-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G341

G341-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G194

G194-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G507

G507-1
Section 4.2.6.1 discusses the risk of terrorist acts, and Section
4.2.7 discusses public safety risks involving the FSRU and LNG
carriers.

G507-2
Sections 2.2.4, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.4 address the size of the safety
zone, how it would be established, and the potential impacts on
marine traffic. The FSRU would be able to rotate 360° around the
mooring turret. The safety zone would extend 500 m from the circle
formed by the FSRU's stern, the outer edge of the facility, rotating
around the mooring turret. See Figure 4.3-4 for an illustration of the
potential safety zone and area to be avoided. The safety zone
could not be made any larger because its size is governed by
international law.

G507-3
Section 4.15.4 discusses impacts on recreational boating. Section
2.3.1 describes the the safety zone and Area to be Avoided around
the FSRU.

G507-4
Section 4.16.1.2 contains updated information on property values.

G507-5
Section 4.4 discusses aesthetic impacts and Section 4.2 discusses
public safety impacts of the Project.

G507-6
The FSRU would be located outside of the current boundary of the
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) and vessels
associated with Cabrillo Port operations would not be expected to
enter the CINMS. Sections 4.7.1.4, 4.13.2.2, and 4.20.1.5 discuss
the potential expansion of the CINMS boundary, which is not
proposed at this time. Sections 4.7.4, 4.15.4, 4.16.4, and 4.18.4
describe potential impacts on the marine environment and
proposed mitigation measures to reduce those potential impacts.

G507-7
Section 1.2 discusses dependence on foreign energy sources.



2004/G088

G088-1
Section 4.2 discusses offshore and onshore public safety risks. The
use of 36-inch pipeline is specifically discussed under Impact PS-4
in Section 4.2.8.4.

G088-2
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 address conservation and renewable
energy sources, within the context of the California Energy
Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other State and
Federal energy reports, as alternatives to replace additional
supplies of natural gas.

G088-3
See the response to Comment G088-1.



2004/G088



2004/G128

G128-1
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.



2004/G113

G113-1
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Section 2.4.1 describes the proposed Center Road
Pipeline and facilities. Section 2.4.3 contains information on
maintenance of onshore pipelines and facilities. Section 3.3.12
contains revised information on alternative onshore pipeline routes.



2004/G122

G122-1
The Santa Barbara Channel/Mandalay Shore Crossing/Gonzales
Road Pipeline Alternative is evaluated as an alternative in the
EIS/EIR; it is not the proposed Project as described in Section 2.4.

Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.
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